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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 99-138; TO INCREASE TRANSIT

FARES, RATES AND CHARGES
Dr. Rarbara Carey-Shuler

1. SUMMARY
This ordinance proposes to increase the basic adult transit fare for a one-way trip on
Metrobus and Metrorail by .35 cents from the current rate of $1.25 to $1.60. (This

represents an increase of 28%). This increase also extends to monthly-and longer term
passes. There is also an merease 10 $2.00 for Metrobus Express / Special Routes.

This increase wounld hecome effective April 1, 2005,

THIS ORDINANCE WILL NOT AFFECT THE “GOLDEN PASSPORT
PROGRAM™.

II.  PRESENT SITUATION

The corrent rate for ébasic adylt fare was established in 1990 when fares were increased
from $1.00 to 81.25 (25% increase). SEE COMMENTS '

The following chart shows the current basic adult rates for 10 major U.S, Transit
Properties: _

- Alanta $ 1.75 NA B
Charlotie, NG § 140-2.20% | § 0.45-1.70* 1 § 0.75
Chicago 5 175 | § 015upioD25 | 8 0.85
Detroit 5 150 | 5 025 | - ' Free
District of - Free UpioTwo ' ‘
Lolumbia b 1.25 Hours L § 0.60
Houston $ 1.00 Free | § 0.40
Based on _ :
Los Angeles § 0.90 - 3.10% Destination | $ 0.45 -~ 1.65*
"NewYorkCity | § ' 2.00 No Transfers | $ 1.00
' : - Free Upio Two ‘
San Diego $  1.00-4.00" . Hours | § - 1.00
_ Free Up to Two
San Francisco % 1.25 Hours | &
M

' *Priceé cuhtingen‘t upon destination :
* [gpends on type of transfer: Bus to Rail; Rail o Bus
~ N/A: information not avaitable o

#*¥The Average adult fare for the 10 cities Jisted above is $1.67

™ o SR Last update: 3/8/05
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1. POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

This amendment further provides that any fiture rate changes may be effectuated throngh

aresolution in accordance with Sec. 2-150 of the Code of Miami-Dade County.

IV. ECONOMICIMPACT

Rased on anticipated ridership numbers, the department estimates that MDT will realize

an increase in Fare Box generated revenues of approximately $30 mitlion.

- Price Elasticity

However, it is impossible to accurately gauge the exact impact an increase in fares will

have on ridership. .

The acoepted calculation transit planners use for modeling purposes inNorth America,
based on a number of case studies, is that for every 10 percent increase in fares, the
transit authority will experience a decrease in transit usage of approximately 3-4 percent.

Utilizing this theory, a fare increase of 28%, as proposed in this item, would result

in an initial decrease in ridership of between §.4 — 11.2%.
However, the extent of the decrease in ridership is believed ta be temporary.
V.  COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

Tncreases in cost of some consumer products between 1990 and 2004:

- B

Consumer ltem 1890 2004 Increase
Cost of a first-class stamp: o 025 - §0.37 48%
Cost of a gallon of regular gas: $1.16 $1.04 B7%

. Cost of a dozen eggs: $1.00 $1.31 3%
* Cost of a gallon of Milk: $2.78 - $3.50 - 26%

Communities that have recently implemented “B asic Fare Increases™:

Community | 1:5?;;;; _ ‘Old Fare - New Fare
‘Washington D.C. . 2004 - $1.20 - $136
Chicago . 2004 §1.50 $1.75
New Yorls, NY. 2004 C§150 . 8200

TG | - ' : Last update:

3/8/05
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

RESOLTUION ~APPROVING  SIXTH = AMENDMENT  TO THE GENERAL
. AERONAUTICAL SERVICES PERMITS (“GASP") AT MIAMI INTERNATIONAL

AIRPORT
Aviation Department

L SUMMARY

This proposed resolution would approve the Sixth Amendment to the Aviation
Department’s General Aeronautical Services Permits (GASP) at Miami Intsrnational
Adrport. This amendment modifies the GASP payment process and exiends the existing
permits for a six month period that ends October 31, 2005, This amendment would atso
approve the Aviation Department’s request for a waiver of competitive bid(s). ‘

II.  PRESENT SITUATION

There are currently five companies operating at Miampi International Airport (MIAY with
General Aeronautical Services Permit(s). The permits have been in place since
November 1, 1992 and they will expire on April 30, 2005,

On December 21, 2004, a Request for Proposal (RFP) was igsmed by the Aviation
Department for replacement General Aeronautical Services Permits. American Sales &
Management, Swissport USA, Inc., ASTG Miami, Ine., Globe Ground North America
LLC d/b/a/ Servisair/Globeground, and Worldwide Flight Services (Worldwide), Inc.
have been identified as the five tentative award winners that would be recommended for
consideration by the Board of County Commnissioners, The interested companies were.
advised that an executed permit and other required documentation were to be submitted
by a time certain date during January 2005.. All the tentative award winning coppamies
(isted above) cormplied with the Aviation Departments additional requests except for

ASIG Miami, Inc.

The Aviation Department has made several attempts to contact the Jocal and corporate
offices of ASIG to determine and confirm their intent to pro ceed with this GASP
opportunity at MIA. ASIG has failed to respond to both written and oral communication.
On January 28, 2005, the Evaluation/Selection Committee requested anthorization to
proceed to the next ranked responsive and responsible proposer. On February 14, 2005, -
ASIG notified MDAD by letter and advised them that it wonld no longer perform
ground-handling services at MIA effective April 16, 2005. : ,

I  POLICY IMPLICATIONS
e The Aviation De:partmeht i:las requested an extension of six (6} months (in

. incremental periods of one-month) to allow sufficient time for replacing ASIG
with the next ranked responsive and responsible proposer. -

TDW o 7 . Last update:3/8/05
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o This amendment will extend the validity of the GASP permits until October 31,

2005, The extension will also be beneficial
a) for the completion of the award process due to this unexpected
non-responsiveness of ASIG,
b) toprovide additional time if there are any protests, as well as,
" ¢) for the ninety (90) calendar day transition period from the existing
to the new permittees. - :

o This resolution will allow the next ranked responsive and responsible proposer,
Bvergreen Aviation Ground Logistics Enterprises, Inc. (Evergreen) the
opportunity to take ASIG’s position for the (GASP RFP. '

o A waiver of competitive bid is also requésted by the department to allow
Evergreen the opportunity to come i1, get acclimated and provide them with a fair

opportunity to become a competitive entity at MIA.

o It hasbeen expressed that Worldwide Flight Services, Inc. (Worldwide)
may pull their name out of the tentative award winning list

o Triangle Services of Florida, Inc will be #he next ranked responsive and
responsible proposer if Worldwide's unofficizl intentions play out. '

V. ECONOMIC IMPACT

o The GASP agreement(s) with the Aviation department has heen modified s0
the acronantical service providers pay Miami-Dade County & minimum
- guaranteed amoumt instead of the current agreement of 7% of their gross
income. '

V.  COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS -

» What monetary amount has the Aviation Department znd the respective GASP
. companies agreed to be the minimim guaranteed payment?

¢  One incumbent comp aﬁy has expressed their concerns with the Sixth _
Amendment. Their concerns involve how Evergreen will be brought in to replace
ASIG. E ' : :

s Attachment #1- Evaluationrmnd Selection Process for Request for Proposal (RF P
for General Aeronautical Services o ‘

.TDW' - o | ‘ Lastupdate:378/05
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ATTACHMENT #1
RFP Wo, _ MDADDOOK

x

E-ntCTIDN 4.0~ EVALUAT!ONISEI‘,ECTIGM PROCESS | o

4.1

42

44

Following ihe open

PROCESS OVERVIEW

by the County Manager. It is the responsibility

Evaluation/Selection Commitiee appointed
bmittal complies with

of the Evaluation/Selection Commitiee 1o gnslre ihal a Proposal 8y
4l of ihe requirements of this RFP and assess it accordingly.

< EVIEW OF PROPOSALS FOR RESPONSIVENESS AND RESPONSIBILITY

‘Each proposal will be reviewed 1o determing if the Proposal ks compliant with the
' gubmission requirements oullined in the RFF. A responsive Propesal s ong which

follows the requirement

s of the RFP, includes all documentstion, is submitted in the
P, is of limely submisslon, and has the appropiiate signatures as

format outlined In the RF
. Faiflure to comply with 1hess requirements may resull in &

required on esch dosumen

* Pypposal being deemed non-responsive by 1he Office of the County Aflomey.

The Evaluation/Selection Commitiee shall detemine ff the Proposet meets the mifimum ‘

and i the Proposal 8 responsible. in mezking these

qualification requirements, , ,
determinations, he Evaluation/Selection Cornmittee shall have ihe right 1o investigale the

management, operational exper
judgmeni of any Proposer and iheir management, nciuding the conducting of

investigations of the officers, directors, principal, siockholders, other principats, i any. of
ihe business ertity of the Proposer, i's affiliates and parent company and the prmpoééd
management, and 1o review and investigate all contracts the Proposer has performed Tor
ike County. The Proposer agrees 1o provide Upon request any sdditional information that
may be required by the Commitize or the County. In addition. the Evaluaiion/Saiection
Commitiee reserves the right lo inspest the facilities at which the Proposer conducts its

businese and provides services.

EVALUATION PROCESS

The Evalustion/Selection Committee will evaluate and rank responsive/responsibie
Proposals by the criteria listed below. The criteria are itemized with their respective
weights for a maximum iatal of 8O points per gach voting Evaluation/Selection {Commitiee
member for the Technical Proposal. A Proposer may receive the maximum points or &
portion of this score depending on, the merit of its Froposal, as judged by the
Evaluation/Selection Commities in accordance with the following: ‘

[TP-35 o . 0V/DTi0A

ing of ihe Proposals, the Proposals wili be myalualed by an

ience, financia) stabiity; repulation  and business
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EVALUATION CRITERIA -

e

Soaluation Criteria__ Wiasimum Points_|
1| Proposer's Overall Relevant Expernence, including | 20 \

Proposel’s industry Reputalion .
2 [ Proposer's ability $0 perierm the Grope of Services 20 j
2 Relevanl Experience ano Knowledge of Propoged | 10

General Manager and Clher Key personnel, Human

ResouUrces and Prograims

7 | Einancigl Viability 10
5 | Securit “Gaiety, and Qualit Assurance Programs 10
§ | Proposed equiprment, including availability, 298, 10
condition and jechnological state,
t Total Technical Fraoposal Maximum Points_ B0 |

PRICE PROPOSAL EVALUATION

Price Proposal Maximum Poims 20
Total Evaluation Points 100 ‘
DRAL PRESENTATIONS

The County may reguire Proposers 10 give oral presaniaﬁons in. support of their
Proposals and 10 exhibit o otherwise demonsiraie the information contained thergin. All
individuals must register for oral presentations in sceordance with Section 1.18 of these
Instrucliong 10 Proposers, LUpon complesion of the oral presantaﬂana, the Commitiee will
rate and rank the Praposals hesed an the Tachnical Proposal criteria and the oral

presentation, if any.

MINIMLIM ANNUAL GUAMNTEE PROE‘DSAL EVALUATION

Afier the Evaluation/Selection Commites compietes the evaluation of the Technical
proposal, il will then evaluate the Price Propossls. The saaled Price Proposal gnvelopes
will be opened in the presence of the Evaluaiion(iSelecticn Committee,

The Price Proposal submission will be assignadla maxirnum of 20 points per sach voling .
Evaluation/Selection Committee member. | '

The Price Proposal will be evaluaied in the following manner

E 1. The responsive Proposal with tﬁe higheslﬂ, iptal Price proposal will be given the full

“welght of twenty (20} polnts per eac voting Evalugtion/Seisction Commitiaa
member assigned 10 the price pmposal criterion. '

2. £ach Proposal wii he g'I;JE:ﬁ poinis-propbrﬁanately in relation to the highest Price
| 1TR.36 S © 01/07/04
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proposal. This point total will pe calculated by dividing the iotal Price Proposal-of
the Proposal being e‘vatuaie'd; by the _h!ghesi Prica Proposal with the result being

* multiplied by 20 points.

The application of the above formula wil result in uniform assignment of points relative 1o
the criterion price.

Example, Price proposal_Evalustion Score per Commities Member

Bropnser's Price Proposal ] ® 20
. Highest proposed Price Proposal

The Evaluation/Selection Commitiee will then determine the overall ranking by adding the
Technical Propesal evaluation scores of all voting evaluation/Selection  Commitiee
members with ihe Price Proposal avaluation scorés of all voting Evaluation/Selection
Commitiee members {0 determine the overali ranking, .

Eallowing the evaluation and overall ranking of the Proposals, the Evajuation/Selection
committes wil recommend io the County Manager that a contract be awarded to up 1o
five (5) of the highest ranked responsiveiresponsible Praposers. Upan concurrence of the
County Menager, the atlached form of Permit will be prepsred and submitled to the
Board of County Commissioners for approval.

RECOMMERNDATION FOR AWARD

The County will sward @ cortract on the ‘busic of inflial offers received, without
discussions, Therefore, each initial offer should contain the Proposer's bast terms from &
rronetary and technical standpoint. The comract award, if any. shall be made io the
Proposer(s) whose proposal shall be desmed by the Board of Cournty Gommissioners 10
be in the best irterest to the County. The Board of County Commissioners' decision of
whether lo make the award and which Proposal(s) is in the hest interest of the County

ghall be final.
CONTRACT AWARD

Prior 1o the filing of the County Manager's contract sward recommendation with the Clerk
of the Board, the ayccessful Proposer(s) ghall execute the permit within five (8) calendar
days afier such Permit is presented by the County 10 the Successiul Proposern(s).

Failure of the recommended proposer 1o execuie the permit as required above may
constitute a repudiation of the Respondent’s Proposal and result in forfeiture of
any deposits and bonds provided pursuant to the RFP. Award then may be
recommended and made 1o the next ranked responsive and responsible Proposey,
or all remaining Proposals may be rejected and the RFP may be readvertised. -

\TP-S7 D1/07/04
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EXECUTION OF CONTRACT |
Within ten (10) calendar days of receipt of notification of award by the Board of County
Commissioners, the Successiul
referenced in Arlicie 3.08 of the

permit and all the insurance reguirements as referenced
in Atticle 10 of the Permit. o :

The Permit shall not be effective Lntil il has been executed by the County and & copy of
ihe fully executed Permitis delivered {o the Permitiee. :

FAILURE TO PROVIDE PAYMENT GUARANTY AND INSURANCE

ihe Permit has been awarded lo furnish the required

Payment Guaranty and evidence of insuranca, ee referenced in Articles 3.08 and 10 of
of receipt of notification of award by

the Permit respectively, within 1en (10) calendar days
the Board of County Commissioners, may resull in the annuiment of the award and the
forfeiiure of the proposal Guaranly to the Gounty, which Torfeiture shall be considered not

a 2 penalty but in liquidation of damages susiained by the County. Award then may be

made to the next ranked respo
Proposals may bé rejecied and the

Fajlure by the Proposer 1o whom

RFE may be re-advertised.

ITR-38 P 01/07/04

Proposer(s) sheli deliver fo the County all bonds as

nsive and responsible Proposer, of 2ll remaining



